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CHAI RPERSON JANES: Wth that, I'’m going to open
up the floor to comm ssioners. "m sure we will have quite a
l'ively discussion. I’'m going to recognize the first

comm ssioner, and after that, it wll be pretty free-fl ow ng.

Conmi ssi oner M Carthy?

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY: Before | ask ny two questions,
| just wanted to make a couple of comments, Madam Chair, to Dr.
Gerstein and his colleagues. | didn't realize when the Chair, in
her w sdom appointed the +three nenbers of the Research
Subconm ttee a century ago that we were going to be so deeply
involved in all of the research work, but | think the three
menbers of this commttee, Jim Dobson, John WIhelm and nyself,
it's fair to say are pretty reflective of the mx on this entire
Conmi ssi on.

And we’'re very heavily involved with you after you were
pi cked from what you submtted in response to the RFP. You held
numerous neetings with the Research Subconmttee. At |ength, we
wor ked on the whol e question set in the tel ephone survey.

We asked endl ess questions. And | thought they were
fruitfully asked questions. W should have asked them W did
ask them And Dr. Kelly and Dr. Reuter both were there working
very hard trying to establish this primary research agenda.

So | wanted to thank you, speaking as an individual as
a Chair of that Research Subcommttee, as one of the three
menbers, for everything that has happened, the entire work

product that you’ re presenting.
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| think, predictably, a lot of the findings that you' ve
made are going to arouse criticism They have on a continuing
basis, of course. Your nethodol ogy was attacked. W had a three
or four-hour neeting in Del Mar on whether the nethods you had
adopted for the tel ephone survey were appropriate or not. This
wi |l continue on.

It’s sort of related to the predisposed feelings of
those who think your estimates of problens in pathological
ganbling prevalence and a Ilot of problens incidental to
probl ent pat hol ogi cal ganbling are too high or, on the other side,
whet her they' re too low. And that’s going to continue.

| just wanted to state | think the body of work you
have given us is extrenely inportant. |It’'s going to provide not
only the first serious national survey on this subject because
the 1975 national survey did not pay nmuch attention at all to
probl em and pat hol ogi cal ganbl i ng.

So this is really the first national work that we can
use as a basis to go forward from here. | think it’'s extrenely
inmportant. It’s a road map. Not only does it give us a body of
i nformati on now, which we can pick at and express satisfaction or
di ssatisfaction with, but it also gives us a road map as to what
future research needs to be done, equally as critical.

It’s frustrating being a nenber of a two-year
Conmi ssion, particularly for sonmeone |ike nyself, who did not
come fromthe industry or hadn't a ot of depth in this problem
because we know that it is a continuum of attention by those in

powerful places in the federal governnment and state governnents
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and the tribal governnent |eadership, and private sector that is
needed to address these problens.
So we don’'t expect what you have given us to try to

provide all of the solutions here, but it is a very hel pful asset

to us.

Now, | have two questions or, really, one question and
then a kind of a comment. The first question to you, Dr.
Gerstein, | notice that the adult popul ation you used, | think it

was 197 mllion.

DR. GERSTEIN. That’'s correct, yes.

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY:  Okay. But that was defined as
peopl e 18 years or ol der.

DR. GERSTEIN. That’s right.

COWM SSI ONER  Mc CARTHY: Only a few states allow
ganbling by people 18, 19, and 20. If you |ooked at the real
popul ation, | think perhaps we m ght have been |ooking at, to try
to get accurate preval ence nunbers, it would be those, the adult
popul ati on of |egal ganbling age.

| don’t know how many 18, 19, and 20-year-old Anericans
there are, but it would reduce that 197 mllion nunber down by --

DR. CGERSTEIN: Twelve mllion

COMWM SSI ONER  Mc CARTHY: -- 12 mllion. So may |
respectfully suggest that perhaps what we should have been
| ooking at was 187 mllion as the base that would establish the
preval ence nunbers? Just a thought. I’d like to ask you to

t hi nk about that.
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O hers may have a contrary view. | don't know if you
want to give any immediate response to that, whether that's a
valid concern that | have or not. It’s certainly reasonable.
It’s always reasonable to denom nate.

I’m not sure it makes nuch difference because although
the patterns of behavior do change and there’'s fairly rapid
change, | think, in essentially the econom c position of people
as they age from 18 to 25, |I'm not sure except for the obvious
| egal restrictions that there’s a |lot of change in other respects
bet ween 18 and 21.

The real difference that seens to cone out, just
| ooking at the data on adol escent ganbling, adolescents ganble
differently, but they seem to report a fairly simlar rate of
problenms to adults if you take into account the fact that they
don’t have any incone. They can’t ganble away the rent because
they don't pay the rent. And they don’'t have the wherewithal to
do that.

In terns of denom nating rates, we certainly could nake
that adjustnment. M guess would be that if you take out the 18
to 21-year-olds or 18 to 20-year-olds, the rates wouldn't change
much because | think that for problen pathol ogical ganmbling, we
woul dn’t see that their rate is appreciably different from that
of the other 187 mllion represented.

COW SSIONER BIBLE: But | think if you d take a | ook
at nost states, you're going to find that nost states don't all ow

you to engage in casino ganbling until you're 21, but a lot of
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states allow you to buy a lottery ticket and nost states wl
al l ow you to engage in pari-nutuel wagering at 18.

COMM SSI ONER  Mc CARTHY: | there is pervasive
participation -- | knew there was sone in lotteries. I was
unaware that there was a lot of 18-year-old participation in
pari - nmut uel . And then that would dimnish ny concern on this
poi nt .

COWM SSI ONER LANNI : Leo, | just nust add, your State
of California allows 18-year-olds to ganble in pari-nutuel

COWM SSI ONER McCARTHY: That | aw passed after | left.

(Laughter.)

COW SSI ONER W LHELM  Actual Iy not.

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY:  John. The second point to M.
Harwood, M. Harwood, the Research Subconm ttee had sone concerns
that if we were to undertake the estimation of econom c costs,
such as sone of the things you ve reviewed here, one concern was
we could not rely upon records and data that was not sufficiently
fixed where the recordation was not consistent, valid, vyou
couldn’t rely upon it.

So | see what you ve done is built in a nunber of
conservative assunptions in trying to arrive at the econom c cost
estimates that you have just reviewed for us.

But I don't know if you're going to continue to be a
part of this or not, but to Dr. Gerstein and NORC, | think it
woul d be very helpful if you tried to define for us -- you ve
gi ven sone indications of sone things that needed to be done to

conpl ete such estimates.
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It would be very helpful if you could take pains to
list what steps, not today, give us sonething in witing, to list
what steps could be taken, valid research steps, so that we could
have solid estinates.

Qoviously there are going to have to be certain changes
in recordkeeping. One thing we discussed was |local |aw
enforcenment does not identify ganbling-related white collar
crimes primarily.

So changes like that would need to be done, | think the
Comm ssion mght want to at |east seriously consider making the
effort to try to bring about those changes.

Now, | appreciate that you didn't stray into those

areas in the cost estimates you just gave us, but | think what |

see here is that the 5 billion and the 40 billion figures you
have given us are inconplete. They' re partial nunbers. And,
yet, we really couldn't go beyond that in any way. W woul d

really have to try to have bettor sources to go to to try to
val i date sonme of our estinates.

So if you could detail that in something witten to us,
| woul d appreciate it very mnuch.

Thank you, Madam Chair.

COW SSI ONER W LHELM  Madam Chair ?

CHAI RPERSON JAMES: Can | exercise Chair’'s prerogative? |

just have one quick --

COWMWM SSI ONER W LHELM  Absol ut el y.

CHAI RPERSON JAMES: -- annoying question | wanted to

get out of the way. You may renenber when we were at Regent, we
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had a little bit of extended conversation about the conbining of
the two data sets, the patron survey and the tel ephone survey and
in terms of l|ooking at that data, how inportant it was to
separate it and if it were conbined to delineate it. And | see
there has been a little bit of a shift in that. Can you --

DR. GERSTEIN. Well, | think the points at which it was
separated are laid out in the report, particularly the difference
between the estimates for the pathol ogical and probl em ganbling.
That’s the main place that difference arises.

In nost of the other estimates, we don’t see nuch
difference except in the differences in the size of those groups.
In other respects, the groups look fairly simlar, regardl ess of
whi ch base one uses, the tel ephone alone or the tel ephone wth
t he patron sanpl es.

CHAI RPERSON JAMES: But they were conbi ned?

DR. CGERSTEI N: W did conbine them for nost of the
anal yses. That’'s correct.

COW SSIONER BIBLE: Can | follow up --

CHAlI RPERSON JAMES: Ch, certainly.

COW SSI ONER BI BLE: -- wth a concrete exanple? If
you go to your report on Page 29 -- you didn’'t bring a report?
DR.  CGERSTEI N: I did. | just left it at ny seat.

Wul d you indulge ne for a mnute?

COW SSI ONER BI BLE: And | want to conpare it with a
simlar chart that was in your previous report so | can
under stand your nethodol ogy. If you take a look at the itemin

the drug use, 5-plus days, pathol ogical ganbler, you re show ng
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an incidence of 8.1 percent in this particular data set. You
take a look at the previous information. W showed an instance
of 31.6 percent. And that would be in the February 1 report.

| don't know if you have that in front of you. I
happen to have a copy. So maybe if | can get John to give it to
you. | just need to understand your nethodology as to how you
did this.

And we had quite a bit of discussion over this
particul ar chart down at Virginia Beach. M recollection is that
we cane to the conclusion from that that the people who were
pat hol ogi cal ganblers, one-third of them had engaged in illega
drug activity during the current year. | believe we were | ooking
at current year individuals. And now we have a chart that shows
8.1 percent.

So maybe you can wal k us through the nethodology as to
how t hat nunber changes from 31 percent to 8.1 percent.

DR. CGERSTEI N: Well, the nunber of people increases
substanti al | y. I think on nost of these figures, we didn't see
much change.

COW SSI ONER  BI BLE: Wul d that chart have included
your patron data in the February study?

DR. CGERSTEI N: It would, but we’'re tal king here about
-- | mean, the figure here of 31.6, the precision that suggests
I's based upon sonmething |like 21 cases. So you're talking about
seven people. And I'’massunmng --

COW SSI ONER BI BLE: I just don’t know how we go from

31 percent last nonth to 8.1 percent this nonth unless sonehow
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you stuck the patron survey in there and blended the results from
that survey to get a |ower result.

DR. CERSTEIN. W did blend. W did blend the results.

COW SSI ONER BIBLE: Was it blended in that particular
graph?

DR. GERSTEI N: It would have to have been because all
the data reported were for the tel ephone survey al one.

COW SSIONER BIBLE: And | think that follows up on the
poi nt . In a patron survey, you' re doing face-to-face contact
wi th peopl e.

CHAI RPERSON JAMES:  Yes.

COW SSI ONER BI BLE: In this instance, you're asking
themif they're engaging in illegal behavior. And |I’'ve just got
to believe enpirically that nost people are going to say no to
sonebody that conmes up and asks them on the street, "Are you
engaged in illegal behavior?" If they are, they may think
they’re | aw enforcenent or sonething of that nature.

Then you take the data. And you blend it in with your
t el ephone data. And | just question the result.

CHAI RPERSON JAMES: Vll, | have a slightly different
qguestion, which is: Oay. Blend it but not necessarily identify
it as having blended, which is sonething we specifically asked
for at the last mnute.

COW SSI ONER BIBLE:  That was ny concern. You can't
tell where the data is comng from

DR.  CGERSTEI N: wll, 1'd be happy to generate -- |

mean, we have the same chart for both groups. And, again, wth
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that nunber comng off seven individuals, it’'s not a stable
nunber. It’s a small group. | think this data is --
COW SSIONER BIBLE: | can’t understand the difference

in the 31 percent --

CHAI RPERSON JAMES: And the eight?

COW SSI ONER BI BLE: -- and the 8 percent as to what
happens between February and WMarch. It’s kind of Ilike every
state in the Union where the --

DR. CGERSTEIN. If you would |ike, we --

COW SSI ONER BI BLE: | think you ought to run all of
these charts on the tel ephone survey and all the charts on the
patron survey. Then you guys do whatever alcheny you do to
conbine them And it sounds |ike sonething out of Haml et, where
we take an eye of a nemt and a leg of a frog and we put themin
and we mx themup in the pot.

But I think we need to understand what the data is
before we draw any inferences that |ead to policy concl usions.

DR, GERSTEIN: Okay.

COW SSI ONER LANNI : And that’s significant. I still
have another question. Wiy when this Conm ssion specifically
after sonme discussion in Virginia Beach specifically asked you
not to do that did you go ahead and do it anyway? | don't
under st and t hat.

DR. GERSTEIN. | didn’t understand the instruction was
not to do it but, rather, to show the differences.

COWM SSI ONER LANNI : | thought it was very clear that

you were to separate them not conbine them You' ve conbi ned
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t hem And now you're not explaining very well why they're
conbined to a level of 31 conpared to 8.1. It just seens
di si ngenuous to ne.

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY:  May |? It was clear to ne and
It was stated on many occasions that these nunbers were going to
be conbined to be instructive at Research Subcommi ttee neetings.
I"’m trying to recall before the Comm ssion that these nunbers
were going to be conbined to be instructive to us on certain
behavi oral patterns of problem pathol ogi cal ganblers. Now, that

CHAI RPERSON JAMES: As | recall the conversation, the
I ssue was not necessarily the conmbining of the data but making
sure that, whenever that happened, it was delineated as such so
that we could do our analysis based on that information.

So | have less of an issue with the fact that they were
conbi ned, but my recollection of our tine together was that when
t hat happened -- and we can go back and | ook at the transcripts.

COW SSI ONER  Mc CARTHY: So that should be cited with
each of the charts.

CHAlI RPERSON JAMES: It should indeed be cited so that
when anyone |ooks at this data, they know what they’'re | ooking
at .

COW SSI ONER BI BLE: There should be two conponents, at
| east . In nmy view, you should show the data from the patron
survey and right next to that the data from the tel ephone survey
so that at least the reader can draw their own conclusions

because |, at |east, have sone difficulty with the patron survey.
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| did support the notion to go ahead and do it, but |
think I did it with the caveat that the information because of
the sanple size and the gathering techniques and things |ike that
may be suspect so that |, at least, wanted that data segregated
out so | could attribute or give whatever weight I wanted to in
ny owmn mnd as to the validity of that data.

COW SSI ONER BI BLE:  And

COWM SSI ONER LANNI : That is what | recall the
i nstructions to be, that you would see themin both fashions.

DR. CGERSTEIN. W can do that for each of these tables.

COW SSI ONER LANNI: | woul d request it.

DR. GERSTEIN: | did that for the initial table, which

| thought would stand for the whole, in indicating that there

were sonme differences, that they were relatively small. | can't
W t hout going back and looking at it. The original data speaks
specifically to the nodification in that one cell in the table.

COWMWM SSI ONER DOBSON:  Dr. Gerstein, as you are aware, |
al so served on the Research Conmttee. And, |ike the chairman of
our conmttee has indicated, we have appreciated working wth
you. You have been very cooperative, conpetent in the way you
have approached this. And | have enjoyed the process.

Now t hat the data have cone back, however, and we have
had a bettor | ook at the nethodol ogy and the other aspects of the
report, | do have some mmjor concerns that | would like you to
respond to, not, as Leo indicated, because the data are too high

or too low. That’'s not a good reason to question the results but
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fromwhat | would consider to be serious questions about the way
the study was done and the inplications that came back fromit.

First of all, I am concerned about the results of the
RDD study with regard to pathological ganbling, which would
contradict reality or what you would expect, which are
counter-intuitive alnost to the point of fantasy in sone cases.

As you acknowledged in the report, sone of the
respondents or the pathol ogical respondents indicated that their
earnings, their w nnings over the past year when extrapol ated for
the population at large represented a net increase of $2 billion
from an industry that reports $50 billion in intake per year.
And that’'s just not reasonable that it would be that way.

This industry is not in the business of losing to
anyone who ganbles over a long period of tine. These people
obviously are addicted. They’ re regul ar custoners. And it is
not reasonable at all to say that they canme out with nore noney
than they went in wth.

So that’'s the first concern. And if that is the case
with regard to pathological ganblers in this area where we have
some enpirical evidence, -- | nean, you know that’s sinply not
true, sinply not true -- then it casts doubt on the other answers
that those pathol ogical ganblers had given to us as a place to
start.

DR. CERSTEI N: If I mght just make one correction?
Wien you look strictly at the pathological ganblers and the

results they yield, they're not adding up to say they re ahead.



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

March 18, 1999 N.GI.S. C. Washington, DC Meeting 42

Quite the contrary. |It’s the lowrisk ganblers who don’'t seemto
realize that they’'re | osi ng noney.

The lowrisk group seens to think that it's taken away

twce, | nean, viewed as a group, that it’s taken away tw ce as
many dollars as it’'s left behind. The pathol ogi cal ganblers
don't see it that way overall. They see thenselves as a group

as wal king away with nuch | ess noney than was |eft behind.

The problem doesn't in general arise wth the
pat hol ogi cal ganblers not recognizing that they re | osing noney.
I[t’s that 150 mllion lowrisk ganblers and even those who are at
risk and even to sonme extent the problem ganblers who when you
add up all of their nunbers view thensel ves com ng out ahead.

COW SSI ONER DOBSON: W' d know that’s not true.

DR. CGERSTEIN:. Well, of course, it isn't true.

COWM SSI ONER  DOBSON: And not only with regard to
casi nos but racetracks. They reported the sanme thing wth regard
to pari-nmutuel ganbling. And in their personal ganbling, they
estimted, what, 10 to one, the ratio of winnings to |osses at
about 10 to one, which unless you re sonebody naned Slim and
you’' ve got a cowboy hat over your eyes, it ought to be at about
50 percent. So again it’s counter-intuitive, what we’'re finding
here in regard to sone of these answers.

DR. GERSTEI N: It’s not counter-intuitive if you ask:
Wiy do people ganble? If you ask why people ganble and why,
particularly, do 150 mllion people, who report no problens,
ganbl e when -- |eave aside the private ganes for the nonent. Wy

do people ganble in a situation where at the end of the day,
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every indication is that the group as a whole is going to walk
away, havi ng spent noney, having in a sense dropped noney because
they do walk away having had entertainnent value, having
experienced a kind of excitenment that many of them say that
they’'re interested in, having had the chance to win, of course,
because the odds on any given bet are not zero chance to w n?

But it seens sensible that if people think that if they wn,
they’re going to keep ganbling; whereas, if they think they |ose,
they won’'t.

COWM SSI ONER  DOBSON: Now, again, |'d like you to
address specifically the fact that it's obvious that those
answers were either not truthful or at |east gross exaggeration
and the inplications of that for everything else that's said.

And that |eads to ny second concern, having to do with
the fact that the behavior that we're attenpting to eval uate,
especially wth regard to pathol ogi cal ganbli ng.

Is it self-defined by a lack of candor, a |ack of
honesty, if you wlIl? I mean, lying is one of the
characteristics of this behavioral pattern, just as it is wth
al coholism or anorexia and bulima or a spendaholic or any of
those behavioral problens that represent obsessive-conpulsive
types of behavi or.

And, yet, we are placing a great deal of weight in
those cases on people who have been called on the tel ephone and
who are being asked questions that are potentially enbarrassing
or threatening or perhaps even illegal. They don’'t know whet her

you're with the IRS or who you are when you call
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Bill, you referred to people feeling that way in the
patron survey. I think it would be even nore so over a
t el ephone, where they can’t | ook people in the eye.

And these are people who continually lie. That's part
of the pattern. And, yet, we’'re drawi ng significant information
about those individuals on the basis of their personal responses.
That seens suspect, at best, to ne, especially when we do have
this one instance where there seens to be an underestimation of
t he wi nnings and | osses.

DR. CGERSTEI N: The problem with survey nethodology is
that it does indicate to us that all behavior in a survey
situation is not of a piece. At the sane tinme, for instance, we
| ooked at the lottery results. And we’ve | ooked at these very
careful ly.

You' Il hear subsequently in this nmeeting from Phillip
Cook, who has also |ooked at these data again and | think has
sonme revi sions based upon that second and cl oser | ook.

W ask two kinds of -- and this is really generally
true of all of our questions. We ask different questions of
peopl e about the noney that they put out in their ganbling
activities.

In the case of the lottery, we ask two different kinds
of questions. W ask: How nmuch did you win or lose? And we
al so ask just plain: How nuch did you spend buying tickets?

W know two things about lotteries. The first thing is
that, by and large, lotteries pay back a little nore than half of

what people spend. So out of the 30-odd mllion that people
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spend buying lottery tickets, they, as a whole, get back nore
than half of it. They leave less than half of it.

When we just ask people a question, how nuch you spend
on lottery tickets, and try and calculate up from that to the
total amount spent, we conme wthin a hair’s breath of the
estimate that has been nmade for the sane year, for ’98.

The final totals, as always wth these financial
things, aren’'t fully in but the nunber that Cook and C otfel der
used, which conmes off of Terry LaFleur’s run-through of all the
lottery receipt data, as a best estinmate of the national
expenditure, $31.9 billion. Qur analysis of the survey data said
31.5 billion, which is pretty darned cl ose.

Using a slightly different nethodology, Cook and
Clotfelder added up our nunbers and said: Well, we think nmaybe
it’s only 27 and a half billion.

But, still, we’'re counting up nost of the noney people
spend in lottery when we ask them the question, "Wat do you
actually spend for tickets?" And, yet, in the same breath,
these sane people have two interesting things going on. One,
when we ask them what they think the odds are, how nuch noney
comes back from the lottery, by and large, they think they're
getting a nuch worse deal than the lottery actually gives them
A large fraction of people think that you only get back ten cents
on the dollar, that your odds are substantially worse. They play
I't, nonethel ess.

And when we ask these sane people who are giving us

nunbers that account pretty nuch for all of the noney that they
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actually spend buying tickets, when we ask them "Well, how are
you doing?"; there is about a billion dollars accounted for that
they say that they' re ahead all together, adding themall up, and
about $4 billion that they say they're behind, for a net
difference of 3 billion.

Now, this is a very different nunber. This isn't
nearly as good in ternms of the dollars because we know that
they’'re |eaving behind about 15 billion in the hands of the
| ottery conmm ssions.

So side by side in the same questionnaire, not very
many questions apart, you have answers that |ook right on target
and answers to other questions that don’'t.

And all 1’ m suggesting here is it’s not the case of the
probity of the individuals judged by whether you get an accurate
answer to any one question and that enables you to |look at all
the others. You sort of have to look at this a question at a
tinme.

In a simlar vein having to do wth whether the
tel ephone or an in-person interview is the best way to get
I nformati on, people have done nethodol ogi cal studies wth answers
to questions about drug use. And it just happens. There are
reasons we obviously can discuss. A great deal nore noney is
spent on research about drug problens than has been spent on
ganbl i ng.

The national household survey on drug abuse is spending
nore noney this week on its annual survey than we spent once in

25 years on a national survey on ganbling.
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One of the interesting findings out of the national
survey is that there is very little difference between the
answers people give on the phone when they' re asked about
marijuana use versus when they' re asked in person. However, when
you ask about cocaine use, you get very different answers. You
get a much higher rate of cocaine use revealed over the phone
than you do in person

So the difficulty here is that item by item you get
sonewhat different patterns of how people respond. And that’s
why item by itemit’s necessary to try and figure out how -- |
mean, to go into these data, as we have here and we tried to |ay
out for you.

[’m sure you can appreciate how difficult it is for a
researcher to |l ook at data and say, "This particular set of itens
that we asked doesn't relate to the real wrld in a
straightforward way, but they do relate" -- CHAI RPERSON
JAMES: Let ne interrupt just a second because | know that there
Is a great deal of interest. |I'mjust going to ask that we try
to get our answers a little concise so that we can have nore
opportunity for discussion.

COWM SSI ONER DOBSON: | still have sone other concerns
- - CHAI RPERSON JAMES:  Yes, absolutely.

COW SSI ONER DOBSON:  -- if | can express them

CHAI RPERSON JAMES: Absol utely.

COW SSI ONER  DOBSON: W don't really know that the
popul ati on that that particular research that you tal ked about is

based on, is the sane kind of group.
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In other words, it could be that drug wusage is
represented by younger individuals, as conpared with ganbling and
so on. W don’'t know what the inplications of that are for
t el ephone surveys of this nature.

DR. CGERSTEIN. That’'s exactly ny point. It’s hard to
generalize fromone to the next because we get contrary exanples
t hroughout the --

COVM SSI ONER DOBSON:  And | know that it is difficult
to do what we’ ve asked you to do. Behavioral research, where you
don't control all the variables and you're trying to involve a
| ot of people, some of whomdon’t want to respond, that’s tough.

And so I'’mnot critical of you, but |I do think we owe
it to the scientific community to take a good, hard | ook at what
you're finding and whether or not it neets the test of validity
and reliability.

The third concern that | have is the one that goes back
to what | expressed at Virginia Beach, where the RDD study
contradicts or underestimates or understates the findings of a
body of Iliterature that exists in peer-reviewed journals,
especially with regard to the youth studies and the incidence of
ganbl i ng anong young peopl e.

Those differences are so great. | know the criteria
have changed and the instruments have changed and the questions
have changed, but they are so far off that it raises a lot of
questions for ne.

As | indicated last tinme, | spent ten years in nedica

research at University of Southern California School of Medicine.
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And whenever you cone up with findings that are very, very
different than a whole body of scientific information, the new
I nformation is suspect until proved ot herw se.

And you are aware of Dr. Schaffer’s neta analysis that
found youth pathol ogical ganbling rates being around 6 percent,
somewhere between 4.4 and 7.4. And, of course, the studies that
| nmentioned in Virginia Beach about the reports released in
August of last year to the American Psychol ogi cal Association in
San Francisco reveal ed rates of five to eight percent.

The NORC estimated the lifetinme pathological ganbler
I ncidence was 1.5 -- or that’s NRC. And NORC s RDD reveal ed. 89.
So there’s a gigantic gap there between those findings that
rai ses significant questions from ne.

Do you want to respond to that?

DR. CGERSTEI N: In a sense, the response is not nuch
different fromthe point | nmade in Virginia Beach, that is that a
| ot of the --

COWM SSI ONER DOBSON:  In the interest of tine, let’'s go
on. |"ve really just restated what | tried to say there. And
you have responded to it. I want to add that to the record as
yet another concern, especially with regard to youth.

COW SSI ONER DOBSON:  Fourth and last is what you all,
M. Harwood and Dr. GCerstein, just reported with regard to the
soci al costs of ganbling, associated wth ganbling.

" m concerned by what seens to ne to be a relatively

smal |l constellation of factors on which you reached that $5
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billion figure when there are other very significant costs that I
admt are difficult to get at. But they' re still there.

Conmmon sense would tell us that the cost of divorce is
not sinply limted to the |egal cost. | nmean, there’'s a wde
range of inplications for child abuse and for spouse abuse and
for all the other things that are associated with divorce. The
wi de-ranging inplications of theft have |I think some concerns for
us here.

| think, again, going back to Dr. Lesieur’s research,
one-half of the pathological ganblers that he studied had
admtted lying and stealing, especially stealing, fromenployers,
from spouses, from friends, from anybody, stealing anything that
wasn’'t nailed down. You know, that is a significant cost that
|’ mnot sure you have attenpted to estinmate. So there are just a
lot of social inplications there that would change that $5
billion figure dramatically.

And, again, it’s difficult to get at those things, but
I’m bothered by the statenent that you made on Page 50, which
says, "The main conclusion is that the current econom c inpacts
of problem and pathol ogical ganbling are relatively small, both
in terns of the nunber of current prevalence,” and then you have
par ent heses, "and cost per preval ent case."

I don't think you can mneke that statenment w thout
addressing the things that you have a hard tine getting at in
terns of social costs.

DR.  GERSTEI N: In stating that that’'s the main

conclusion in the analysis that was conducted, that concl usion
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especially that it's relative to the other nunbers, is accurate
to that analysis. That it’s the main conclusion in a larger
sense, nanely that it summarizes everything there is to know, is
not the neaning intended. It really was focused on that
conpari son

CHAI RPERSON JANMES: | really am concerned that that
statenent standing alone could send a very wong nessage,
particularly in light of other data that we have com ng forward
that said it's just hard to get at. In many cases, the research
doesn’t exist, the data doesn’t exist to support that statenent.
And we’'re junping right in.

COW SSI ONER LEONE:  May | junp in here?

COWM SSI ONER  DOBSON: Madam Chai rman, there’s nothing
there for a suicide, the inplications of suicide and the cost of
that. There are a nunber of factors. W could fill a page.

COW SSI ONER LEONE: We have a probl em nmeasuring these
costs everywhere. Let ne give a sinple exanple. | f sonebody
goes into a store and buys a shirt for $29, we say that shirt was
worth $29 to them Presunably they could have bought another one
for $28 or $30. Theoretically, that was the anmount of
satisfaction enbodied in buying that shirt and useful ness. And
because it’s a physical article, we feel confortable saying that
that was a $29 shirt.

Now, when they go in and | ose $29 ganbling or spend $29
on ganbling, we tend to say: Vwell, they got $29 worth of
sati sfaction. W know that’'s a fuzzier nunber in that they

didn't really say, "I’'m going to get $29 worth of satisfaction
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| could have gotten 30 or 28, but | bought the $29 package of
satisfaction.”

In the casino, when sonebody |oses a |ot of nopbney and
then let’'s say they get a divorce, nmaybe -- God knows | don’'t
want to say the wong thing about Reno or any other place or any
ot her group or subgroup in the United States. But let’s say they
can get a divorce for $29 in Reno. And we say: Wll, the cost
or the down side of their pathological ganbling which led to
di vorce we can neasure is $29.

Now, that becones absurd because if you say the
di ssatisfaction cost of a divorce to the famly, to the spouse,
the children, to society, to the individual, the individual’s
di ssatisfaction is not neasured by the professional service cost
of hiring a lawer or filing papers. It’s obviously a nuch
| arger cost that we can’t neasure.

And one of the real problens when we try to |ook at the
costs and benefits in this area and try to quantify them-- and |
admre the attenpt to do it -- is our apparatus breaks down
because -- and it’'s probably erroneous on the other side, too,
but at | east we have devel oped conveni ent ways of saying: Wat’'s

the satisfaction sonebody gets? They're willing to spend this

much.

| think, again, the problem we have here is that we
have one study in 25 years. And we’'re going to put so nuch
weight on it, I'"mafraid, publicly that it wll sink because it

Is a study that may include sone outlier results, for all we

know.
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|’msure this is being done, a very professional group,
a very professional job, but they would never argue that there
weren't results enbodied in the survey that subsequently the next
ten surveys wouldn’t show.  Well, that one was out here on the
range of possible conclusions you could have.

There are other things that point the way, but it’'s
just the baseline for what ought to be a lot of research before
we can get a handle on these things.

And as far as neasuring the costs and benefits, this
kind of research is not going to help us very nuch ultimtely
until we learn either to quantify other things or to admt there
are things we can’'t quantify but we value them so nuch that we
don't view this as sinple arithnetic. And we do that all the
tinme.

| synpathize, actually, on this one because, on the one
hand, you want to push people who are doing the research to cone
up with nunbers: What do you think it costs? On the other hand,
we all know that doesn’t neasure the real cost in all the ways we
m ght thi nk about costs.

So | think it’s very inportant that these statenents be
conditioned in that way -- | think Kay is right and Jimis right
-- or they will be m sused and m sinterpreted.

Like all areas where the research is Iimted and nmaybe
our intellectual ability is limted, the argunments in this
attenpt to be fragnments of argunents that various people on both
sides bring to the table. | hate to see this becone another

fragment in both sides of the argunent.
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CHAlI RPERSON JAMES: If I went to the Wnen's Resource
Center and said, "Wuat's the cost of divorce to wonen in
Anerica?" I’'ll bet they would calculate it in some way other than
the legal fees. And | don’'t know how they gather that data. |
don’t know how they conme up with that information. It would be
interesting to know.

But there is a danger. There is a real danger. And,
Frank, you know | |ove you, but already, | nmean, the AGA says the
NORC report also makes it clear that "Not only are the nunbers of
pat hol ogi cal and problem ganblers relatively small, but their
estimated cost to society is many nmagnitudes below previous
estinmates."”

And so already what you have said and how you have
framed it in your report is being put forward as saying: Gee,
| ook, the costs of ganbling are m nimal.

COW SSI ONER W LHELM  Can | ?

CHAlI RPERSON JAMES:  Yes.

COWM SSI ONER W LHELM I was on the short end of nany
scintillating and in-depth discussions in the Research
Subconm ttee, one of which is what you' re tal king about.

| thought naively that what we ought to do is go places
that people could have a good deal of confidence in and not go
pl aces that nobody woul d have any confidence in.

And this last one is an exanple. | argued that we
shouldn’t get into this because it’'s so nurky. And | think, at
the risk of saying "I told you so," | told you so.

(Laughter.)
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CHAI RPERSON JAMES: Wiy don’t you call in adol escents
while you're at it, too?

COWM SSI ONER W LHELM |'mgetting to that.

However, | would just point out that while, unarguably,
t he comments about divorce that have been made by Jimand Kay and
Richard’s comments as well are true, the sane points could be
made about a nunber of the other categories of social problens --

CHAI RPERSON JAMES:  Sure.

COW SSI ONER W LHELM  -- to which these are conpared.
That is to say, drug abuse produces all sorts of costs that fal
in the sane category of nurky. So that | don't think it would be
fair of us to say, "Well, you know, the econom c costs attributed
to the problenipathol ogical ganbling group is any nore or |ess
mur ky than the costs attributed to, say, drug abuse.”

| think they're all a little murky. So if we’ re going
to conpare nmurk to nurk, | don’t think it’s an unfair exercise if
we're going to get intoit in the first place.

| wanted to make a couple of other comments and
guesti ons.

CHAlI RPERSON JAMES: Can | respond to nurk --

COMWM SSI ONER W LHELM  Certai nly.

CHAlI RPERSON JAMES: -- just before you nove? You know,
| think the only thing that disturbs -- well, not the only thing,
but the thing that disturbs nme about that particular statenent is

it sounds so definitive. And it isnt. And we know it isn't.



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

March 18, 1999 N.G1.S.C. Washi ngton, DC Meeti ng 56

And | think that everybody on the Comm ssion has really
struggled with this. How do you estimate the social cost? And
it’s a very difficult thing to do.

And, at best, | think what we could say at this point
Is we really do need nore information. W' d really do need nore
research and not get by with the easy answer of "You can't get
your hands around it" because |I think, D ck, you re absolutely
right. It may be difficult, but we can do a far bettor job than
we have done in the past and perhaps --

COWMWM SSI ONER LEONE: | think we just have to make cl ear
these are extrapol ations, attenpts to neasure sone costs, limted
our ability to neasure costs.

| think the problem frankly, in the report is it --
and the problem we all have is we tend to push it and make it

seemdefinitive when it’s not.

This is like the survey itself. This neasures the
responses of sone people. Some of their answers are good and
sonme are suspect. And sone generalizations are possible, but

even those you would argue are tentative because we really ought
to do this survey every year. And then after a while, we would
begin to really --

CHAI RPERSON JAMES: There you go.

COWM SSI ONER LEONE: -- have a handle on things. And
this neasures sone of the costs of ganbling and negative costs,
negati ve and maybe only sone of the positive costs of spending.
And that’s all you tried to do. So | just think conditional

| anguage is inportant.
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COW SSI ONER  DOBSON: And what concerns nme is that
comrent, that conclusion is added to sonme of the conclusions of
the Adam Rose report, which also leads us to sone of the sane |
t hi nk erroneous information.

So I'm not critical at all of your inability to do
this, but I amlike R chard. I"’mcritical of your bottom |line
which is not supported by the conpleteness of the finding.
Excuse ne, John

COMW SSI ONER W LHELM Not a problem If you had voted
with nme, we wouldn’t have had this probl em

(Laughter.)

COWM SSI ONER DOBSON:  Think of all the things you woul d
have had us do, though, John.

COW SSI ONER WLHELM  Yes. | would have had a real --
anyway - -

(Laughter.)

CHAI RPERSON JAMES:  Cent | enen.

COMWM SSI ONER W LHELM Having said that, | do think
this Commssion owes an enornous debt of gratitude to
Conmi ssi oner McCarthy for the vast anmobunt of tinme that he has put
into shepherding not only this project but the really |engthy
agenda of the Research Subconmttee. | very nuch appreciate
that. And | have said that to Leo privately as well as publicly.

However, | do want to say wth respect to at |east the
way | heard the comment earlier about predispositions, | realize

there are interest groups out there that will, as the Chair just
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I ndi cated, seize upon whatever it is that anybody says to prove
whatever it is they thought in the first place.

But | do not believe that that is any |onger going on
in this Conmmssion, if it ever was. Qite the contrary. | think
that the views that, for exanple, Jim who has a different
position on a lot of this stuff than | do, don't cone out of his
predi spositions, though his predispositions are quite strongly
felt. | think people are trying to get at the bottom of this
her e. And | listened to the conm ssioners’ coments, all of
them in that |ight.

| wanted to first repeat a coment that | had nmade in
Virginia Beach about this lottery finding, which sonme people seem
to think is quirky but which I think is actually quite inportant,
the finding that people participate on a very wi despread basis in
the lottery thinking the odds are even worse than they really
are.

I think that that’s a very inportant concept, and |
think intuitively we could extend that to all of the forns of
ganbl i ng, | eaving aside pathol ogi cal and probl em ganbl ers.

For exanmple, the suggestion has been made a nunber of
different tinmes in our Comm ssion neetings by conm ssioners and
others that: Well, you know, we ought to publish the real rates
of return of these things.

Vell, I"’massumng that if we publish the real rates of
return of lotteries, nore people would engage in the lottery

because it’s not as bad as they thought.
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And | don’'t nmean by that just to make a joke. \at |
mean by that is that | think that when we think about the issue
of ganbling and why people ganble, that we ought not be
patroni zi ng.

| believe that as a group, the Anerican people are

quite smart. Individually we’'re all capable of being fools. But
as a group, | think people are pretty smart. And | think we
ought not to have sone high-brow point of view that: Well, you

know, the only reason people ganble is because they' re stupid,
because they don’t know the odds or sonething like that. | nean,
people on this e-trading business probably | ook down their nose
at people who buy lottery tickets, and nmaybe that should be the
reverse.

| think it’s very inportant for us not to fall into the
notion that people ganble because they' re stupid. | think people
may not know whether they re getting 28 or 30 dollars worth of
whatever it is they get out of ganbling, but they're getting
sonet hing out of ganbling that causes them to spend the $29 in
Ri chard’ s exanpl e.

Wth respect to what | consider to be the basic finding
of the NORC survey, |I’'m sort of schizophrenic about how | react
to it nyself personally. I’m conforted by the fact that in
bal | park ternms, the preval ence rates for problem and pat hol ogi cal
ganblers in this study, in at |east the executive summary of the
NRC report, which we’'ll hear nore of later today, | guess, and
also in the Schaffer study, they all seemto ne to be in sort of

t he sanme general ball park.
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| realize there is a difference between.8 and 1.5 and
so on, but they're not to ne wildly different, proportional to
the entire population. And | think that’s a subject, on the one
hand, of considerable confort. It seens to nme that | know at

| east the zone of the prevalence of problem and pathol ogical

ganbl i ng.

The reason | say |’ m schizophrenic is pragmatically I
al nrost sort of wish that the figures were higher. And what |
mean by that is not that | wish that there were nore problem

ganblers in the country. (Qoviously none of us would w sh that.
But if they were higher, maybe there would be a bigger inpetus to
do sonething about it. | think that in hindsight, if this
Conmi ssion is perceived to have had any value, it wll be in
sounding the alarmon this subject.

I  know that in the case of our wunion’ s nedical
I nsurance coverage, we have never had any push from the
menbership -- and we poll the nmenbership on a regular basis -- to
I ncl ude problem ganbling coverage. But because of the work of
this Commission, we’'re going to do it anyway, even though it’s
not sonet hing the nenbership has pushed for.

| think Conm ssioner Bible in his fornmer capacity as
the Chair of the Nevada Gam ng Control Board probably was able to
push further and faster with his ground-breaking efforts to enact
regulations in this area because of the focus that this
Conmi ssion put onit. So in that sense only, | alnost wi sh these

figures were higher
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I’m conforted basically by the fact that all of these
fi ndi ngs on pat hol ogi cal and probl em ganbl ers appear to be in the
sanme zone. I’m troubled, however, by this so-called at-risk
cat egory.

| really wsh for, again, pragmatic purposes, Dr.
Gerstein, that you had stuck to your pronouncenent at Virginia

Beach that you were going to use what you referred to as neutra

| abel s because you didn’'t change the nunbers around, | don't

t hi nk. You just changed the | abels. And you have now call ed

this third tier at-risk. | think you used to call them Type C
"1l tell you what bothers ne about that. It goes back

to your colleague M. Harwood's statenent that these ought to be
| ooked upon as warning bells. I'’m really worried that the
definition of that third tier group as at-risk is a very kind of
m sl eadi ng warning bell because |’ m befuddl ed by the science for
saying that that is the group in the population that is nore at
ri sk than ot her people.

| don’t see in your report what the science for that
is. In terns of commbn sense, it doesn’'t nmake any sense to ne,
particularly because this is lifetine. | nean, other people may
accuse you of not being responsive to your concerns, but you were
hi ghly responsive to mine. Wen | said [ifetinme doesn't nmake any
sense to nme, you just said "past year."

(Laughter.)

COW SSI ONER WLHELM Cearly |I'm having a persuasive
inmpact. But lifetine | really don’t know what at-risk neans. |

mean, as an exanple, one of your categories is lying, "Have you
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ever lied to famly nenbers, friends, or others about how nuch
you ganble or how much noney you lost on ganbling? |If so, has
this happened three or nore tines?"

Vel |, ook, everybody does that. Now, |I’mnot in the
category that sone of you associate with the incunbent President

of the United States here. But everybody knows that when people

go to Las Vegas, nost people say, "Ch, yeah. Well, I won." And
what they really neant was, well, they won Tuesday ni ght and they
didnt win Mnday or Wdnesday or Thursday. Whenever | hear
that, | find them saying: Vell, M. Lanni and his colleagues

didn't build these big buildings on w nners.

So, | nean, people just do that. Wwell, if 1’ve done
that 3 or nore tines in ny life -- and, you know, 30 mllion
peopl e a year go through Las Vegas. And I'd wager 29 mllion of
themengage in this little lie, which I don't regard as a --

DR. CGERSTEIN: How nuch woul d you wager ?

COW SSI ONER W LHELM  -- nortal sin. Pardon?

DR. CGERSTEIN: How nmuch would you wager? |1'm --

COWM SSI ONER  LANNI : He’s going to put you at risk,
John.

(Laughter.)

COW SSI ONER LANNI: A hundred dol | ars.

COW SSI ONER W LHELM No. Wait. I[f | just bet, I'm
not at risk. It’s if | get upset about it.

Any anount you want, Dean.

CHAI RPERSON JAMES: No. Keep it under 100.
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COW SSI ONER W LHELM Any anount you want, and we’ |l
do a patron survey to figure it out. No. But, seriously, if the
definition of somebody who is at risk is sonebody who three tines
in their entire life has engaged in sonme form of |ie about how
much they lost or didn't lose or if the definition is that once
inm lifel ganbled to relieve unconfortable feelings, well, gee
whi z.

| mean, you know, sone people have a drink once in
their life to relieve unconfortable feelings. Does that nmake
theman at-risk alcoholic? | doubt it.

So I’mtroubled, one, by the science of that. And |I'm
even nore troubl ed because clearly -- and you re frank about this
-- we don't wunderstand, no one, | believe, understands, the
rel ati onship between the propensity to becone a problem ganbler
and a whol e bunch of other things.

And you have been candi d about the risky behavior, drug
and al cohol abuse, nental illness, poverty even. W don’t really
know sort of what’'s the chicken and the egg or what's the cause

and effect or what is the relationship anong those things.

And so, in fact, on those -- can you put up that
conparison chart, Doug? | think it’s the |last one, the one that
conpares. Yes. | nean, | may be msreading this chart, but you

poi nted out a nunber of cases, such as divorce and others, which
are inportant to point out, where the rate of the consequence for
pat hol ogi cal ganmblers is nmuch higher than the predicted rate

W thout ganbling. By the sane token, if I'mreading this right,
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the rate for lowrisk ganblers, as you categorize them is nuch
| ower .

And | don’t know where the at-risk falls in that, but
It just doesn’'t seemto ne that we’'re doing any good in terns of
the warning bell to identify a group of people who nmay or nmay not
have ever becone probl em ganbl ers as those who are at ri sk.

It seens to nme that virtually everybody in this society
is at risk in this particular field as ganbling expands. So |I'm
worried that in labeling that group at risk, as opposed to Type
C, that you're kind of giving us a false confort.

I mean, | don't know that 15 mllion people are at
risk. I think maybe 200 mllion people are at risk because
ganbling is nore and nore pervasive and it’'s on nore and nore
street corners.

So while I'm conforted by your basic findings on
pat hol ogi cal and problem |’'m very troubled by this |abeling of
the types, what you used to call Type C, as at risk.

I’ m al nost done here. | don’t know if you would have
any comment on that or not. The Chair has already pointed out
that |I'’m conpelled to repeat ny cormment that I w sh we knew nore
about youth ganbling, although it is intriguing to me -- and |
wonder if you have any reflection on it -- that apparently young
adults are not proportionately ganbling as much nore as other
peopl e between 75 and now, which | would be interested if you

have any view on that.



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

March 18, 1999 N.G1.S.C. Washi ngton, DC Meeti ng 65

And, finally, so as not to disappoint Conm ssioner
Bi bl e, who keeps a clock every day on how long it takes ne to say
"jobs" --

COW SSI ONER BI BLE:  You just got there.

COW SSI ONER W LHELM Not now, Dr. GCerstein, but I
woul d be very interested if you could provide ne at a | ater point
with some information on the fourth bullet under the heading
"Community Inpact of Casinos." You say, "Per capita inconme stays
the same, indicating the communities reap nore jobs but not
necessarily bettor jobs. Local unenpl oynent does continue, and
the new jobs are often |ow paying, part-tine, and/or wthout
benefits."

| have the inpression -- and | don't know this -- that
the communities that you studied are not dom nated by comunities
that either have destination resort-type casinos or that have
uni on casi nos. And | would be very interested in know ng the
types of casinos and other ganbling establishnents that the
"l owpaying, part-tine, and/or wthout benefits" finding cane
from

And | don’'t know if your data will reveal that or not,
but at sone point if you could tell me whatever is known about
that, that would be hel pful.

In Virginia Beach, you nade the observation that even
t hough per capita incone stays the sanme, because of the reduction
I n unenpl oynent rat es, wel fare outlays, and unenpl oynent
I nsurance, that there are nore people getting the sane per capita

i ncome from jobs, as opposed to previously getting part of that
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same per capita incone from transfer paynents. And | think
that’s an inportant point.

But if you could shed any light on that part-tine

benefit issue and no-benefit issue, |1'd be grateful. Thank you.
CHAI RPERSON JAMES: | counted at | east seven questions
in there. |If you want to start at the top, the first one | got

was on the swtching fromthe, quote, "neutral categories," A B,
C, over to the designation of at risk, low risk, pathological
problem Do you want to answer that one first quickly?

DR. CGERSTEI N: In a sinple sense, focusing on one
category, the main categories, we can say: Vell, there are
probl em pathol ogical, |owrisk, non-ganbler, and Type C

The term"at risk"” has really two points toit. One is
It is a common epidemologic term for people who have any sign
versus peopl e who have none. That’'s for the specific sign.

I went through the distributions of the kinds of
particular criteria that people at different |levels were
reporting. And the nost common thing that people at this at-risk
are reporting is the criterion called chasing, which is the
phenonenon of going back and trying to win back the noney that

you | ost and doing that on a sort of steady and accel erating kind

of basis.

O all the people in that category, half of them got
there, in part, at |east, because they answered. They said:
Yes, |’ve done that. Sonme of these other categories cone out at

a very much |ower rate.
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Lying is consistently the fourth nost frequent of the
categories affirnmed at every level. There is a lot of stability
as you go up the chain from what gets affirmed by people who are
at this one or two and people who are at the five or nore up to
t he ten.

Qoviously nore things get affirmed across the board.
But in ternms of rank order of the different things, it'’s really a
remar kabl e tabl e.

COW SSI ONER BI BLE: Do you have a table that shows
t hat ?

DR. CGERSTEI N | just generated it. I wll put this
table into the appendix, which we'll add to the report. But the
main thing it tells me is that there is no particular thing that
Is only true of the people in this at-risk category but not true
of others. And it differentiates them from those who have gone
beyond the stage of being at risk to having sone pretty serious
set of problens.

| wouldn't say that the term "at risk"” is neant to
i ndicate anything nore than epidemology usually nmeans by it,
which is it’s a group in which there is sone sign there. It
doesn’t nmean the sign is definitive. |t doesn't nean that every
single person there is in any sense equally at risk with every
ot her.

But conpared with the people who have had sort of
sim |l ar exposure and shown none of these signs, it seens |ike the
right thing to call it, at least in terns of the |anguage that’s

generally used to classify people with these kind of indicators.
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COW SSI ONER  LANNI : Dr. GCerstein, if | recal |
correctly fromthe neeting in Virginia Beach, we tal ked about and
| think you volunteered that you chose at that tinme to use nore
neutral terms. You used the word "neutral." | recall that. |
think the transcript would so support.

Wiy did you determ ne since that date, in the |last four
weeks, to change it to something that one could argue is not
neutral ? Wen one says "at risk,” it is certainly not from ny
standpoint a neutral term

You used in your presentation earlier today the word
"transitional." Well, that has --

DR. GERSTEIN. That is the term that Shaffer uses for
t he sanme thing.

COW SSI ONER LANNI:  Right, right. |'mjust wondering:
Wiy did you decide that you had to have a change of opinion that
you shouldn’t stay with the neutral positioning and nove to
categories that were less than neutral by sonme people’s
I nterpretation?

DR. CGERSTEIN: | actually think the term"at risk"” is a
relatively neutral term considering where it lies in this
spectrum from non-ganbl er to pat hol ogi cal ganbl er

COWM SSI ONER LANNI:  That’s obviously in the eye of the
beholder. | wouldn't agree with that particul ar statenent.

DR. GERSTEIN. That’'s certainly your prerogative.

COWMWM SSI ONER LANNI:  The other issue is you took great

pain in Virginia Beach to share with us the aspect that we would
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have past year as well as lifetine. And you’ ve chosen now to
disregard in many instances in these cal cul ati ons past year.

Especially when you get into at-risk considerations,
which to nme is less than neutral, -- you perceive it to be
neutral, and | accept that -- | think it would be helpful for
peopl e reading such reports, which would have the ability to see
past year experience and what that percentage is, what those
per cent ages woul d be as conpared to lifetine.

Because | think if you take a person who is 75 years
old and ask them if "At one tine 35 years ago, did you have a
drink?" or "Did you have to relieve anxiety or pain in sone
function that you decided to ganble?" and it was $100 in one

I nstance in one year, you would be at risk.

And I'’m not so sure that makes as nuch sense. | think
a reader maght |like to look at it: What’'s the past year’'s
experience? I think it was even nentioned by you, sir, that

peopl e may be com ng through treatnent.

You used the term not to say in the past year, there

may be requirenments with -- they allowed you to |ook at |ast
year, in addition to it, but you' re saying they may be in
treat ment. So soneone may be out of the problem area and no

| onger at ri sk.

| just think it would be helpful to have the prior year
In addition. You have that information avail able. It was
cal cul ated accordingly; correct?

DR. GERSTEIN. W do, yes.
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COWM SSI ONER LANNI : Wul d you object to having that
included in the final report as well as the lifetinme? DR
GERSTEI N: No. | think, from our point of view, the reason we

focused on lifetime is that we got feedback from people who are
in the psychiatric epidemologic area who returned to the point
that the way the DSMIV criteria are defined, that they
fundanmental ly don’t tal k about particular periods of tine.

It is, in fact, still sonething that we need to work
out within the field, what the year-by-year kinds of analysis
woul d reveal if you started |ooking at people s careers year to
year and see whether indeed the kind of periods of relapse and
the notions about chronicity that are really baked into the
definitions continue to hold.

COWM SSI ONER LANNI : If we look at this as | |ook at
this report, -- this is no disrespect to you or to NORC -- this
IS a work in process. | mean, it’s beginning. It’s sonething
after 20 years. It’s $1, 200,000, which is a lot of noney, but
maybe in the context of other things, or it could be spent.
Maybe there wll be sone other funding soneplace in the future
for this.

| would reiterate the comments that were made earlier
| think by M. Leone and by others, that there is no doubt that
there is a certain percentage of the population in this country
and in the world that have problens or either problem or
pat hol ogi cal ganbl ers. There is no doubt about that. And we

need to do far nore.
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| mean, not just the part of the industry that |'m
involved in but all aspects of legalized gamng in the United
States in nmy opinion have a responsibility to help deal wth
these particular problens, both for enployees as well as for
patrons. That needs to be done.

And, if anything that this Comm ssion can | ook back on
and say as individuals and collectively that we have been able to
achieve, if we can achieve that, | think we will be well worth
the noney that was funded in Congress for us in that particular
ar ea.

But I don't think any of this that you re talking
about, with all due respect, is as definitive as sonme aspects of
the report would indicate. And I think the nore we include in it
in that report -- I’mnot saying to adjust anything -- to include
past year as well as lifetinme, let the next people |ooking at
this and | et other conmm ssions or other individuals |ooking at it
get nore information to deal with to reach the conclusions that
are necessary.

W' re never going to get to the point in ny opinion, no
matter how nmany surveys are done, that wll get an actual
definitive nunber that is totally concl usive.

We know that there are certain percentages of people
who have problens in ganbling, no doubt about that, as they have
problens with a | ot of other things.

And | think that that is why | say it's a transition

| don’t think we need to be as definitive as you have reached in
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some of your conclusions as | think is appropriate in that
regard.

So since you don’t necessarily follow ny requests,
since you said you don't have an opposition to it, wth the
Chair’s and the Comm ssion’s approval, | would request that you
I nclude the past year information that you have already derived
from your surveys in the final docunent. If there’s no
objection, | would really recomend that.

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY:  May | on that point?

CHAlI RPERSON JAMES: Certainly.

COMM SSI ONER Mt CARTHY: | think Jim Dobson and John
W hel m know how strongly |I’ve felt from the very beginning of
the Research Subcommittee’s work that when we’ ve received fina
reports, we didn't want changes in the reports because one, two,
or three Conm ssioners felt there should be a change.

| haven’t heard anything here that would cone to any
maj or change in the report, but | heard you comrent in response
to Comm ssioner Lanni’s question as to why you use lifetinme in
the particular chart you' re using.

So fine, if you want to add that chart, but | want to
make sure that you annotate that to say what you just said to
this Comm ssion, why you use the lifetime figures and why that’s
used validly in other kinds of research. And the sane is true of
anyt hing el se that may be added in appendi ces.

Wth that chart being added, would you -- [|I’'m meking
this request. I’m not saying don’'t add the chart. I’ m sayi ng

pl ease explain why you used the other chart and this chart has
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been requested and added for additional information. Right? In
ot her words, stay true to the report that you gave us.
| have one other question, if | may, Madam Chair.

COMM SSI ONER LANNI:  May |?

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY: | didn't want to alter anything
you --

COW SSI ONER  LANNI : No, no. | understand that,
actually, it’s rather normal to use past year nunbers. So, |

mean, if you're going to put the reason you used lifetine, |
think you should also put the reasons why people use past year
nunbers. Just in fairness, | think we should have expl anations
of --

COW SSI ONER  Mc CARTHY: What ever usual and customary

practice is.

COW SSI ONER LANNI:  I's that appropriate?

DR. CGERSTEI N: It’s certainly appropriate when you
collect data to present all of it. | do think --

COWM SSI ONER LANNI : I think that’s appropriate. You

won't get an argunent fromne on that.

DR GERSTEI N: I think we have strong reasons for
interpreting data as relatively nore inportant for the kinds of
anal yses we’'re doing than other --

COW SSI ONER Bl BLE: Was there consensus in the
consulting group to omt the past year data?

DR. CGERSTEI N: There was a view that clearly in the
group of our technical advisers who study this that the nost

I nportant data are the lifetine DSMIV criteria.
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COW SSIONER BIBLE: Did Dr. Vol berg concur with that?

DR. CGERSTEIN: Absol utely.

CHAI RPERSON  JANMES: You know, as long as we're
clarifying, the point that was raised earlier on the social cost
and we were |ooking at the, quote, "murk" factor and | ooking at
the statenment that’s in the report about how definitive that is,
Leo, in being sensitive to your response that you should not
change just on the basis of an individual Conm ssioner’s request
and we wouldn’t want themto do that, | wonder how we intend to
handle that because | think there was consensus that that
statenent standing alone is a bit definitive and doesn't reflect
what we believe to be the current status. How are we handling
t hat ?

COWM SSI ONER Mt CARTHY: | think the way that | would
ask Dr. Gerstein to consider doing that, Madam Chair, is what |
mentioned in ny comment an hour ago, that | think you
acknow edged in several places here that you sinply cannot get at
i nformati on and cannot make a conplete econom c cost estimte.
You try to do it in sone limted areas.

And I"minclined to agree with the Chair and with Dr.
Dobson that that statenent doesn’'t quite connect wth that
reality. Now, | don’t know how you want to address that. Don’t
address it in any way other than -- this is just one person
talking -- what you're ethically confortable wth.

| think there is a bit of a disconnect here from what
the Chair has said and what Dr. Dobson did say earlier.

Qoviously | don't think we should wite these reports concerned
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about any particular group sending out a press release. | nean,
that’s going to happen in any event. They’' || cherry-pick
t hroughout this report depending upon what their point of view
I'S.

| think there is sone validity in the point that has
been rai sed here, but I would say no nore than that and just ask
you to look at it as one person.

COW SSI ONER DOBSON: It would satisfy ne if you would
list some of the areas that are difficult to analyze there, sone
of the things that | nentioned and others that are difficult to
get a handle on. Admt it and say these would obviously change
the nunbers if we were able to evaluate them At |east there
needs to be some kind of statenment that qualifies what you have
stated here as a firm concl usion.

COW SSI ONER BIBLE: Are we asking themto go back and

rewite portions of their report? |Is that what we’'re doi ng?

COW SSI ONER DOBSON: Wl |, 1 woul d.
DR. GERSTEIN. In sone sense, let nme sinply state as a
reaction to this that | think the statenent that you have all

pointed to and said, "You pull this out, put it on a table, and
say, 'This report says this,” it really in that sense is out of
cont ext because the beginning and the end of that chapter clearly
state all of the reservations and caveats that have been stated
her e.

| think maybe what this anpbunts to is we haven't done

as good a job of building in sentence by sentence the kind of
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qualifications that would clearly express when you read the
mul ti pl e paragraphs.

| guess back in the days when | was at the NRC and from
the time | would wite a sentence until the tine it appeared in
print would have gone through six or eight or ten nonths of
review, | would say that one could fix every sentence.

But you clearly found a sentence that does give a bad
rendering of what we neant, and | think it’'s perfectly fair for
us to say what we nean, revising if we need to, | nean, wth the
perm ssion of the Conmm ssion. That’s not sonething | --

CHAI RPERSON JAMES:  Well, | don't think we’'re asking themto
rewite the report. M question is: |Is that what you nmeant to
say? And if it isn’'t, would you say what you neant to say?

COW SSI ONER  DOBSON: And, Dr. GCerstein, this is not just
sonething lifted out of the report sonmewhere. This is under your
conclusions. This is under "Sunmmary Statenent” at the end. And
It says, "The main conclusion.”

This is not just sonething randomy selected in here.

This is the bottomline. And | think it has to be right.

COW SSI ONER  Mc CARTHY: | think Dr. Cerstein gets the
poi nt, Madam Chair. | think all Conm ssioners have to | ook at
whatever -- could | conplete the other point that I was on?

CHAl RPERSON JAMES: You certainly can. And then we’l]l
go down to Conmi ssioner WI helm
COW SSI ONER  Mc CARTHY: The issue of at risk, | just

wanted to go over the nunbers with you. You will be accused of
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being too neutral in sone places and not neutral enough in other
pl aces.

Pat hol ogi cal ganblers in mllions, tw and a half
m|llion; problem ganblers, as you define it, three or four hits
on the DSM 1V, on the NORC screen now, three mllion.

DR. GERSTEIN. That’s right.

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY: At risk, as you define it --

COMM SSI ONER  LANNI : Conm ssioner MCarthy, my I
interrupt you on that particular point? Because that's a
question that | had. |If you go to the detail on Page 25, there's
a reference in the second paragraph under "Preval ence Rates" that
i f one adopts the mdpoints of each range as the best estimte,
our best estimate is that there are four and a half mllion
pat hol ogi cal and probl em ganblers. And then when it cones to the
summary on Page 111, it indicates the mllion |arger. I think
t hat shoul d be consistent.

DR. GERSTEIN. W do nmeke it consistent. It is neant
to be five and a hal f.

COWM SSI ONER LANNI : So, then, the four and a half is
wr ong?

DR. CERSTEIN. W did go through this draft again and
found a nunber of places where we had inconsistencies between
nunbers.

COW SSI ONER LANNI : Vel |, It j ust was an
I nconsi stency, and | didn't --

COWMM SSI ONER  Mc CARTHY: | agree wth Comm ssioner

Lanni . VWhatever is the appropriate nunber should appear
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consi stently throughout. Al right. For now until otherw se,
the problem ganblers were three mllion

So that’s two and a half mllion, pathological; three
mllion, problem at-risk as you defined it and as | listened to
you, what | heard, at-risk 15 mllion. And what | heard was
we're getting one or two warning signals here, and we need to be
w se enough to watch what’ s happening here to see what devel ops.

And then the nunber we really haven't enphasized, |ow
or no-risk, would you give us that in mllions? It’'s a pretty
bi g nunber.

DR GERSTEIN. It’s 148 mllion.

COW SSI ONER Mc CARTHY: A hundred and forty-eight
mllion are at lowrisk or no risk. So five and a half mllion,
pat hol ogi cal or problem 15 mllion, at-risk. And we attribute a
lot nore weight to the problem and pathological in the mx of
this, but we are told, in effect, watch the at-risk and make sure
they don’t slip into the probl em pathol ogi cal category.

Let’s learn a lot nore about this popul ation. Let’s
see if we’'re doing what we should do in case there is sone sort
of trend there that could nove sone of those people.

Dr. Shaffer said sonmewhat the sane thing about novenent

fromLevel 2 to Level 3. Thank you.

DR GERSTEIN: | agree.
COW SSI ONER W LHELM | had one other point here, and
| wanted to leave it until |ast because |I think it's a relatively

m nor point.
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I went back and | checked our notes of the Research
Subcomm ttee on this point, Dr. Gerstein. During the Iengthy
di scussi ons about the patron survey, the Research Subconmmttee
requested that because of the issues about sanple validity in the
patron survey, the Research Subconmttee requested that you and I
make an attenpt to estimate the proportion of facility revenue
that is derived from probl em and pat hol ogi cal ganblers. And you
explicitly agreed not to attenpt to do that. So |’'m sonmewhat

di sappointed that, in fact, you did attenpt to do that.

Now, if | were a, quote, "defender of the gam ng
I ndustry," unquote, as | am sonetines categorized as being by
sonme people, | suppose | would be delighted wth your finding

because people in the anti-ganbling novenent have made various
clainms about the proportion of casino revenue that derives from
probl em and pathol ogi cal ganblers. | have seen clains of 50
percent, 40 percent, 60 percent, 70 percent, 80 percent in one
case.

So if I were sinply here to try to, quote, "defend the
I ndustry,” | suppose | would be delighted that your finding was
somewhere in the 15-16 percent range, depending on which one of
t hese nunbers you use for casinos.

"m not going to rehash here in the interest of tine
all of the issues that we have discussed in the past about the
sanple validity problenms of the patron survey. In ny view, no
one should take any confort out of that figure because it can't
possibly relate to anything real. And that was why we asked you

not to doit. And that’s why you agreed not to do it.
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And so | just want to register ny disappointnment that

it’s here. 1 don't think the figure ought to be regarded as high
or |ow I think it ought to be regarded as irrelevant and
I nval i d.

DR. CGERSTEIN. Again --

CHAI RPERSON JAMES: | f you want to respond?

DR. CGERSTEIN. That figure is extrapolated fromall the
data, fromthe tel ephone data as well|l as the patron data. What |
explicitly didn't do is just take the patron data alone as a
source for it. And that's --

COWM SSI ONER W LHELM Well, we asked you not to
do it, and you agreed not to do it. But what else is new?

COW SSI ONER BI BLE:  When we see the data again,
when we see the next iteration of the report, we’'re going to have
the differentiation between which conponent canme from the patron
and which conponent cane from the RDD data, which is ny
under st andi ng of the direction we’'re taking.

DR. GERSTEIN: W can generate it both ways.

COWM SSI ONER  DOBSON: Madam Chairman, | raised four
concerns. Three of them!| can live with in this report. The one
with regard to the incidence of pathol ogical ganbling anbng youth
Is not one | can put ny nane on. And if it remains in our fina
report, that will require me to wite a mnority report if we
agree that that is possible.

COW SSI ONER W LHELM  Jim excuse nme. Anong yout h?

COWM SSI ONER DOBSON:  On yout h.

COW SSI ONER W LHELM  On yout h?
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COWM SSI ONER  DOBSON: Yes, youth  because the
differences are so dramatic it’s |like 12 percent of what other
credi bl e researchers have found. Mich of it is supported by the
ganbl i ng i ndustry.

| just don’t feel right about Ileaving that on the
record unchal l enged. And | don’t know if anybody el se feels that
way, but that’s not one that |’mconfortable wth.

COMM SSI ONER W LHELM | don’'t know if | would reach
the same conclusion that Jim has just described with respect to
ny wllingness or unwllingness to associate ny name with a
report that contains that nunber, but | have previously
regi stered ny deep concern about the tiny sanple of adol escents.

"m not sure, Jim if your coment was referring to
adol escents or young adults.

COWM SSI ONER  DOBSON: Adol escents is ny major concern
and the testinony that we’'ve had.

COW SSI ONER  MOORE: Vell, like under 17-18 that we
heard | ast --

COMWM SSI ONER DOBSON:  Yes.

COW SSI ONER MOORE: I’d agree with you. That seens
from hearing young people talk today, I'"mjust going to --

COWM SSI ONER DOBSON: And it contradicts the testinony
that we have had, the problemthat’s occurring with youth today.

COWM SSI ONER LEONE: Let ne just say sonething that |
hope will be clear in the way we wite our report. | share Jims
skeptici sm about this part of the report, but | agree very nuch

with Leo that while we can ask for clarifications for |anguage,
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we cannot w thout destroying the whole enterprise and making
expenditure a conplete waste say that you should change your
findings or omt findings.

These are the findings this group nmade in the research
that they conducted according to the terms. And it will stand.
And | hope -- and this conmes back to ny don’t put too nuch wei ght
on this boat or it will sink. Even though it was financed by as
carefully selected and emnent group as we are, it’s just one
nore piece of research along with lots of other pieces of
research that are out there and that we’'re going to refer to.

It’s the nost extensive in some areas that we have had
for a long tinme, but I am not planning to endorse any particul ar
part of it at all. And | presune the report of what we think and
what we have concluded wll be quite clearly distinguishable from
the materials that are incorporated in the report that are either
wor k we have comm ssioned or work we have adopted and think ought
to be shared with the country, just as | think the regines for
regul ation in New Jersey and Nevada are inpressive and ought to
be included as the kinds of reginmes that are out there or the
rules about lotteries in sone states seemto be nore protective
of the public than in others and ought to be included in our
report.

Since | don't like lotteries and | don't like lots of
other forns of ganmbling, the fact that we’'re putting themin the
report is not going to nmean that | endorse them And |’ m not

going to be endorsing -- forget which part of it -- this report.
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Now, what | think Jimis getting at is there may be
poi nts where as a group we want to indicate that we have a | ot of
skepticismabout X, Y, or Z and it may include things that are in
this report and without -- this is no attack on the validity of
the report. | nmean, the one thing | think I'"m confortable wth
Is that this was a professional, honest effort.

COMM SSI ONER DOBSON:  Agr ee.

COW SSI ONER LEONE:  You know, some of us on this panel
have actually been associated in canpaigns with people who did
their best professional, honest attenpt to neasure public opinion
and turned out to be terribly wong.

You know, that doesn’'t nean that this falls into that
category but just that we should separate our report fromwhat’'s
in this research study, which is a very inportant research study.

| am not here to beat it up, but there are severa
aspects of it that I think are only suggestive of what we m ght
conme to know soneday. That’'s all

CHAl RPERSON JAMES: | don’t think anyone is suggesting
that we as Conm ssioners have to endorse all of what's in the
research that cones to us. Qur job will be to take that research
and to look at it within a broader context and then nmake sone
coments in our report about what we think.

And the report easily could say you were all wong and
John W/l helm was right and we should have spent nore noney on
adol escents. | nean, | don’t know.

COW SSI ONER W LHELM That’'s a highly unlikely

concl usi on.
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(Laughter.)

COW SSI ONER LEONE: It’s suspect if you spent nore
noney on adol escents and jobs. That woul d be the report.

COWM SSI ONER DOBSON:  Madam Chai r man?

CHAI RPERSON JAMES: Not in that order

COWM SSI ONER  DOBSON: Madam Chairman, the question in
ny mnd is: Where is the nechanism for that decision-nmaking
process? W’ve got two nore neetings comng. And if there are
aspects of this that we're going to put on the record and | eave
It unchal | enged, then |’ ve got a problem

CHAI RPERSON JANMES: No. The nechanism for that, Jim
will be as we go through the editing process of what is actually
in the report so that that can be chall enged.

It will be in the Report Subcommittee. It will be as
you get an opportunity to sit down with a docunent in front of
you and take issue with particular pieces of it, debate it, and
see where we cone out.

COWM SSI ONER DOBSON: Wien we are separated, not when
we are together.

CHAI RPERSON  JAMES: Hopefully we wll have the
opportunity to do that together as well.

COW SSI ONER McCARTHY: | think Dr. Dobson suggested an
appropriate nethod of doing this. If in the Conmm ssion report
there is sonething that he does not agree with, he should have
the right to wite a mnority report. And | think the Chair --

CHAI RPERSON JAMES: We are junping ahead of ourselves

here.
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COW SSI ONER McCARTHY:  Sure. He suggested it hinself
in his remarks a few m nutes ago.

CHAI RPERSON JAMES: Ckay.

COW SSI ONER  Mc CARTHY: And | would agree wth his
recomendati on.

CHAI RPERSON JAMES: Well, at this point, the Chair’s
desire is to still try to nove us towards consensus. That's not
to say that we’'re going to end up there. And perhaps at the
appropriate tine, we wll have conversations about how
Comm ssioners who disagree with sonme portion of the report have
the opportunity to express thensel ves.

COWM SSI ONER  DOBSON: That is ny desire, too. I’ d
rat her not be pushed into having to --

CHAlI RPERSON JAMES: Right, right.

COWMWM SSI ONER DOBSON: -- dissent a point of view |'d
much rather it be, as Richard says, stated as a concern of the
Conmi ssi on.

CHAI RPERSON JAMES: And | have confidence at this point
that in nost all areas we will eventually get there. And we're
going to try to get there before we even begin to entertain
conversations about mnority reports or letters or that sort of
t hi ng.

COW SSI ONER  Mc CARTHY: Let me just strike one point,
Madam Chair, because | know that those in the nedia who may have
for their own predisposition witing for a certain constituency

wi Il pick out what they want to hear.
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This is a very valuable report. That doesn’'t nean that
every single elenment is going to give us the know edge we need in
a nunber of areas. And Jim picked out the one that | think
should really be instructive as to what kinds of future research
are needed: youth ganbling.

W heard testinony on the study in Louisiana that was
going on over a three-year period. I think part of that was
funded by the Center for Responsible -- I'’mnot sure. No. That
was the one in Mnnesota that was being funded.

That was a study studying the 6th grade, the 7th grade,
the 8th grade all the way up through the 12th grade. That was a
far nore conprehensive kind of study that was revealing. It also
studied a select group of kids in juvenile detention facilities.

So what we know com ng out of this and what this report
will indicate is how many other kinds of research are going to be
required to really get at this, not only nationally but in
subgroups as well. That’s a very valuable kind of |esson
derived.

COVWM SSI ONER LANNI : Madam Chai r ?

CHAI RPERSON  JAMES: I’m going to exercise the
prerogative of the Chair and call a break. VWhat |'m going to
suggest that we do because this is very inportant -- and |
apol ogize. 1’'ve let it go over intentionally.

W' re about 30 m nutes behind tinme in schedule. But |
think it is so inportant that | don’t want to cut this off. So

we're going to take a 15-m nute break and then cone back. And I
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know we have at |east two nore Conm ssioners who have sone
comments they' d i ke to nake.

(Wher eupon, the foregoing matter went off

the record at 10:43 a.m and went back on t he
record at 11:04 a.m)

CHAlI RPERSON JAMES: W th that, I’mgoing to turn to M.
Lanni. | know he had sonme additional questions. He's com ng.

COW SSI ONER LANNI :  Thank you, Madam Chair.

Dr. GCerstein, three questions, one actual comrent. At
the nmeeting in Virginia Beach, | had asked you specifically on
the patron survey if you could provide our Conm ssion with the
breakdown in responses in each of the categories, casinos that
were taking the patron survey of Nevada and New Jersey; river
boats; tribal casinos; lottery VLTs; and pari-nmutuel, to see if
there is any differentiation of if there are simlarities.

And you had indicated to ne that that was avail able,
which you always indicate to ne. But then you never provide it
to us, for whatever reason

DR. CGERSTEIN: | perhaps didn't fully understand.

COW SSIONER LANNI: | think | was pretty clear.

DR. GERSTEIN. The response | wote in the report was
that if we divide the patrons by type of facility, 6.4 percent of
the casino patrons were pathological, 4.6 were problem ganblers
anong the lottery patrons, including VLT sites, which | included
because there were sinply too few to |eave them separate. 5.2

percent were pathol ogical. 3.6 percent were problem and anong
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the track patrons, 25 and 14 percent. |  thought that was
responsi ve to what you --

COW SSI ONER LANNI :  No.

DR.  CGERSTEI N: You wanted additional data. | just
m sunder st ood.

COWM SSI ONER LANNI : Il will take you at your word on
that. And then if you would provide it? | would Iike to see it
on the basis, as you indicated it on the chart that you had
presented on the slide presentation, breaking it down in prior
year and lifetine: for casinos, Nevada/New Jersey as one
category; river boats as a category; tribal casinos as a
category; lottery/ VLT as a category; and pari-nutuel. You ve had
the information.

So if you could provide that to nme, | would appreciate
it. And | would like the record to so noted that |’ve nade that
request. And hopefully you will be nore responsive this tine.

CHAI RPERSON JAMES: | woul d ask that you send it to the
Conmi ssion. Staff wll forward it to all Conm ssioners.

COVMM SSI ONER LANNI : Then three nore mcro questions.
And | don’'t have any specific opinion on this. | want to know
the nmethodology as to which you ve reached out for this. You
i ndicated in the report and in sone of the oral comments you made
earlier in the day that an appreciable anount of noney to
determne it was $100.

| have two questions about that. One, how did you
arrive in determ ning an appreci able anmount of noney is $100? is

the first question. And, secondly, when | see that you break
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down the patron and other responses based upon incone, would it
not be logical to maybe vary that dollar anpbunt when you take a
| ook at a person whose annual inconme is under $20,000 as conpared
to the varying categories going forward up to and including
$100, 000- pl us?

| mean, if you ask an individual whose inconme is seven
figures a year if $100 was wagered, that nmay be a very
insignificant anmpbunt of noney to that particular individual;
whereas, if you ask a person whose annual incone is $20,000 or
l ess, it’s obviously a nore significant nunber.

So | have that question or two questions.

DR. GERSTEIN. The design of that filter -- and there
are sort of simlar filters in a variety of other instrunents --
was basically to take out of the questionnaire |oop that goes to
all of the questions about problens related to ganbling, the
DSM IV screen people who had basically Ilimted ganbling
experi ence. And the notion was not that the noney per se was
significant.

The notion is sinply to avoid asking a |lot of people
who in our previous experience with applying a screen in the
course of fairly extensive interview get inpatient getting asked
over and over again about "Did you do this and did you do that
relative to ganbling?"; whose consistent answer is: | told you I
hardly ganble at all. | hardly ever ganble. And that’'s what
this filter does.

O course, for someone who, say, thinks of $100 as a

trivial bet, it still gives them exactly the sane set of
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questions about their ganbling as it gets to sonmeone who thinks
$100 is a substantial anpbunt to bet.

COW SSI ONER LANNI:  Anot her question. Wen you took a
| ook at casinos, you tal ked about nunbers or responses based upon
two criteria: 50 mles or less or 50 to 250 mles. And, again,
this is just ny thought.

| have a honme in Pasadena, California as well as one in
Las Vegas. And if | thought of a casino being in Newport Beach
which is about 50 mles from ny honme in Pasadena, to ne that
woul d be a long way for ne to go, especially with the streets and
the traffic in Los Angeles; whereas, if you think about it -- |
just wonder why 50 m | es.

It would seemto ne there m ght be another category of
ten mles or less. That to ne is convenient. Anything over ten
mles is pretty inconvenient. | was just wondering why there
weren’'t nore categories.

And | have no idea what the results would say. It just
was intriguing to ne that 50 mles and | ess would be considered
conveni ence or close. | think that's pretty far in many
I nst ances.

DR. CGERSTEIN. W had actually divided in sone of the
questions between the intervals of zero to 10, 10 to 50, 50 to
250, and so on. The 50-mle |I believe is actually part of the
requirenents in the RFP in terns of that definition. | nean, in
a sense, any nmleage criterion is sort of arbitrary. | sinmply

assune that 50 mles is sort of a proxy for an hour away.
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Wen | lived in El Honmbre, | wused to think of going
down to Corona del Mar, which is about 50 mles, as: Vel |,
that’s going to the beach

COW SSIONER LANNI:  It’s been a nunmber of years since
you've lived in southern California. You m ght have to pack a
weekend bag to do that these days. Just a question, again, about
t hat .

And then one other one, the last one. You had
I ndi cated how you validated your new NODS screen, which | think
we own, by the way, but that’s a separate issue. You said you
validated it in a group of people in --

DR. GERSTEIN. Gving it away in case --

COWM SSI ONER LANNI : Gving it away? | thought $1.2
mllion was not giving it away, but that’'s a separate issue.

CHAI RPERSON JAMES: I think he's giving it away to
ot her people, even though we --

COW SSIONER LANNI:  On, he’'s giving it away to other
peopl e?

CHAI RPERSON JAMES: Yes. |Is that what you neant?

DR. GERSTEIN. That’s what | neant, yes.

CHAI RPERSON JAMES: | thought so.

COW SSI ONER LANNI:  Well, then we'll have to find sone
way to file suit against you

(Laughter.)

COWM SSI ONER LANNI : You said you validated it, your
screen, with a group of people in treatment | think is the way

you indicated it. Again, as a layman, not a person who has
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experience in this area, is that valid when you conpare it to the
general popul ati on survey?

DR. GERSTEI N: Validation is wusually neant in two
different directions. Validating against the clinical population
Is to show that the screen is capable of identifying in the
clinical population those people as pathol ogi cal ganbl ers.

The equivalent, on the other end, which is to say go
out to the general population per se and ask "To what extent do
you not identify people as pathological"™ -- I'’msorry -- that you
don't identify people as pathological who are not 1is not
sonething you can get out of just going to a population that
isn't.

That kind of validation we weren't able to do in this
survey because it requires you to do two parallel tracks. That
Is, you ve got to do essentially a clinical evaluation of
everybody that you're looking at in the general popul ation.

COW SSI ONER LANNI:  Does that nmake that validation any
| ess valid by not being able to do that in your opinion?

DR. GERSTEI N: If I have a choice, 1'd like to do the
validation in both directions. There are a few instances in
whi ch people have had the opportunity to validate instrunments.
It’s been done with the SOGS

| don’t think there’s been another DSM IV case outside
of the use in the initial research on the DSMIV criteria, which
took two clinical populations, one of which was not conprised of

pat hol ogi cal ganblers, and said these itens discrimnate. But
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the particular inplenentation we’'ve used we only were able to
validate in one direction.

W can just rely on the fact that other screens very
simlar to ours have validated that the screen does not call
peopl e who are not pathol ogi cal ganbl ers pat hol ogi cal ganbl ers.

COWM SSI ONER LANNI @ Thank you.

CHAlI RPERSON JAMES:  Conmi ssi oner Moore?

COW SSI ONER  MOORE: | was intrigued by your opening
statenments there when you said that in 1974 and 75 one in three
peopl e said they ganbled and then a quarter of a century later,
in 1998, one in seven said that they ganbl ed.

DR. GERSTEIN. Did not ganble.

COW SSIONER MOORE: O did not ganble, right. And so
one in seven did not ganble. So that neant 84 percent ganbl ed.
"1l stop there. | msinterpreted that.

But | think that you ve got an inpossible thing to
study because | don’t think anyone would tell you how nmuch they
l ost in ganbling. And |I'm |ike Comni ssioner Lanni, $100. I
don’t know. | mght would be prosecuted, but | |ost $100 | ast
Monday night. And ny wife --

CHAlI RPERSON JAMES: Thank you for sharing that.

COM SSIONER MOORE: MW wife wanted to know how nmuch |
| ost when |I canme to bed. | said, "Ch, around $50."

(Laughter.)

COW SSI ONER MOORE: She didn't ask how nuch | won.
Husbands won’t tell w ves how nuch they spent on a hunting trip.

Wves won’'t tell husbands how nuch they spend for a dress. And
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just getting down to basic facts, we spent a little time with
Conmi ssioner W/ helm I’"m not going to tell ny wife when she
asks how many sacks of feed | buy a nonth to feed ny cows because
she thinks they ought to eat grass.

(Laughter.)

COW SSI ONER MOORE: And so you’ ve got an inpossible |
think when you start trying to cone up with these figures. But
in answer of if we go to all of these things and we tal k about
people spending 2 and a half tines nore noney than they did in
75 and then if we can assunme that 25 years from now that they
will spend 2 and a half nore tinmes the percentage, then we’' Il
come up with 1.85 percent of the inconme 25 years from now.

And so that answers M. WIlhelms answer. That's how
M. Lanni and M. Wnn and them all continue to build these
beautiful buildings wth |ess people participating.

| mean, aren’'t we saying that gamng people are
participating | ess?

DR, GERSTEIN: Just to address the |ast point, the data
that M. Christensen has exam ned, fromwhich | get those figures
-- they don’t come out of this survey. | reported them  They
come out of my coll eague Eugene Christensen’ s consistent studies
year after year

He believes that the overall spending percentage on
ganbling seens to be leveling off. He believes that it has
| evel ed of f the past several years.

Now, the one thing I know for certain is that if you

take any trend line and extrapolate it out beyond next nonth
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you're at risk. Mst trend |lines change sl ope, change direction.
And it’s particularly true of consuner expenditures. They go up
and down. And it may be that the Dow Jones will be at 25,000 in
25 years. And, then again, it may still be at 10,000. | don't
know what basis we have to predict that.

| do know that, as | said, M. Christensen is -- that
the taste for gamng in the US., at l|east as far as the
statistics show, does seemto have in terns of percent of incone
| eveled off but that that is going to stay that way and,
particularly, that that is not in itself responsive to changes in
the environnent and the circunstances. Well, that's a different
matter.

CHAI RPERSON JAMES: Any ot her further discussion points
or questions from conmm ssioners?

(No response.)

CHAI RPERSON JAMES: Thank you. We appreciate --

COW SSI ONER LEONE: | just have one point.

CHAI RPERSON JAMES: | sort of thought you woul d.

COW SSI ONER LEONE: This will only take a second.

CHAI RPERSON JAMES: Ckay.

COW SSI ONER LEONE: But | do think that we owe this
much to this piece of research, not to NORC as an institution or
Dean or anybody else. This is the nost inportant thing that we
have | earned, at |east | have |earned, about ganbling by being on
this Comm ssion, is how nuch we don’t know.

I had no understanding of how w despread ganbling was

in the United States, how many different forns it took, how much
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the country had changed since the last tine | had any invol venent
with this issue.

And | think | have, as Dr. Mwore wuld say, a
preexisting condition. And that is | come thinking there are a
bunch of things we should probably do right away about ganbli ng.
But put aside ny biases or anybody’'s biases. The one thing al
of us ought to agree is that our first responsibility is to know
mor e.

This very professional organization has been asked to

ki nd of open the door that has been left shut in sone respect for

25 years and as far as |’'m concerned has done a -- nuch of the
report | mght quibble with or argue with or | am skeptical
about .

Much of it | think is solid and interesting. But all
of it I am sure is vitally inportant to opening that door and
starting a base of information. And having been through this
experience and having heard the cross-exam nation and | ooked
closely at the wevidence, | think NORC has done a very
prof essi onal, very responsible job.

And | think this report is inportant in that respect,
not because of the questions it answers but because of the
gquestions it opens up in a professional way. And it lays the
groundwork, | hope, for nore objective work as we go forward.

CHAI RPERSON JAMES: And | would just ask those of you
who are participating with us through this process, particularly

t hose nenbers of the nedia who have a responsibility to take this
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i nformati on back to the Anmerican public, | would beg of you to
report it just that way.

Wiile there are individuals or organizations who nmay
want to take pieces of this and to draw conclusions, we as a
Comm ssion -- | think I hear us saying we're just not prepared to
do that yet.

But thank you so nuch for opening the door, and thank
you so nmuch for your patience as we had the opportunity to
explore with you your research and ask the questions.

There were issues there that were of concern to many of
us. We had the opportunity to question you about that. And |
personally |look forward to the additional information that we
have requested of you and the additional data that you have
graciously agreed to provide to this Conmm ssion.

| know it has been a difficult process but a very
| nportant one. And, for that, as a Commssion, | fee
confortable in saying we all want to thank you for that.

But, again, | would say that this is just an opening of
the door. Thank you so nmuch for that, Conm ssioner Leone. There
IS so nmuch nore that needs to be studied and needs to be known.

Wth that, | want to thank you for participating wth
us this norning.

DR. GERSTEIN: Thank you.



